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vindication of that transaction; while he prominently exhibits
every partial opinion against it.    In reference, for example,
to the question as to the legality of that measure, submitted
to counsel in 1781, Mr. Thornton quotes only the answer of
Mr.  Kous,  the  Company's Barrister, and totally conceals
those which were delivered hy Mr. Dunning and Mr. Wallace,
both great lawyers in their day.    lie likewise omits the im-
portant fact, that the opinion of the former was founded on
expediency alone, and those of the two latter upon law. With
the same view, Mr. Thornton parades the remarks and com-
ments of Sir John Day, the partisan of Mr. Franm, but is
quite  silent in regard to the sentiments of Thurlow, Wal-
singliam, Pitt, Grcnville, and many others who supported the
conduct of Sir Elijah Impey in either House of Parliament.
But if, in regard to personal opinions, Mr. Thornton lias been
thus partial and unjust, no less disingenuously has he dealt
with those written documents, by which Sir Elijah Impey is
equally exculpated, or, at the very least, capable of defence.
For, had Mr. Thornton merely consulted and made known the
memorials deposited in the Company's offices, not many steps
removed from his own, he would have discovered, and might
have shown, that in a letter addressed to the Governor Ge-
neral and Council, dated July 4, 1781, "the Chief Justice
declined accepting the salary annexed to the Judder Dewannce
Adaulut, until he should hear from the Lord Chancellor and
the King's Attorney General, to whom he had written on the
subject.'1    And that, " on the 15th of November, 1782," on
his resignation of the appointment, *' Sir Elijah Impey trans-
mitted to the Governor General and Council, hy the hands of
the Accountant and Treasurer, a true copy of account of all
money, as well received from the Mofossii Adauluts as in
the Sudder Dewannee Adaulut, on account of all deposits
from April to September, 1782;"  that is to say, for the
whole period during which those Courts had been in active
operation under his controul.    Now the truth, divested of
all partial colouring, is this:   In 1780,  before any salary
was propose^ the Chief Justice accepted the anointment as
a provisional measure onlyt to put an end to a conflict which
had unhappily arisen between the Council and the Court, in
consequence of an imperfect Act of Parliament) the 13th of
George III. cap. 63,, which had given supremacy to loth, but
left the jurisdiction of either undefined*    In 1781, when it
was proposed to annex a salary to the office, the Chief Justice
declined accepting it unless approved by the Government at
home.   The crown lawyers, with the exception of the Solicitor
General, Mr. Mansfield, who first agreed, and afterward re-
Ms opinion, authorised the appointment.    The Com-